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REMARKS 

The Applicant does not believe that examination of the foregoing 
amendment will result in the inlnxluction of new matter into the present application for 
invention, liicrclbrc, tlic Applicant, respectfully, requests that the above amendment be 
cnlered in and that the claims to the pre<5ent application, kindJyj be reconsidered. 

The Office Action dated November 3, 2006 has been received and 
considered by the Applicant. The November 3, 2006 Office Action states tliat Claims 1-7 
are pending in the present application; this is incorrect. The previous response by the 
Applicant added Claim 8-20. Therefore, Claims 1 -20 are pending in the present applicant 
for invention. There arc no rejections to Claims 8-20 contained v\fjtliin the November 3» 
2006 Omcc Action. 

Claims ] -7 are rejected by the November 3, 2006 Office Action OflGce 

Action. 

Claim 1 is Tt3jt5cled under 35 tl.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. I'alenL No, 5,502,512 issued in the name of Toyoda ct al. (hereinafter referred to as 
Toyod a et al.) in view of US Patent No 5,923,892 issued in the names of Levy 
(hereinafter referred to as Levy), 

The MPEP at §2 143 states that to ^'estabUsh a prima facie case of 
obviousness, three basic criteria must be met- l-'irst, there must be some suggestion or 
motivation, either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to 
one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference or lo combine reference teachings. 
Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success. Finally, the prior art relerrace 
(or references when combined) must teach or suggest all the claim limitations. 

The teaching or suggestion to make the claimed combination and the 
reast)nable expectation of success must both be found in the prior art, not in applicant's 
disclosure, Tn re Vaeck, 947 F.2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed Cir. 1991)." 

Regarding Claim 1, the rejection asserts that 1 uvoda ct al, disclose an 
apparatus and method for digital video and audio processing with information input and 
oirtput processing devices. The rejection reads the subject matter for a "first domain 
processing means for first processing data depending on first domain configuration 
information" extremely broadly and asserts that this subject matter is taught by Toyoda ei 
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ill The Applicant, respectfully, points out that Col 2, line? 49-52 us well as numerals 
lOU 102, and 103 in HCj. 1 of Toyoda etal mch information processing means IQl, 
102 and 1 03 are for entering video or audio information, and putting out directly or al\k;r 
arithmetic processing of video or audio information* The Applicant^ respectfully, asserts 
tliat Toyoda et aL do not disclose, or suggest, first domain processing means for first 
processing data depending on first domain configuration inlbrmation. There is no 
dependency disclosed un first domain configuration inlbrmution disclosed or suggested 
by Tciyoda et a l- 

Thc Applicant further asserts tbflt TovodaetaK do not disclose, or suggest, 
each first domain processor differently sub-processing the data in order to first process 
the data. 

The Examiner states item 1 02 in Fig, 1 teaches the subject matter for a 
•*sccond domain processing means (1 10) for second processing the first processed data 
depending second domain configuration information, the second processing being 
different than the first processing". The Applicant docs not concur with this assertion. 
Tovodaetal. at Col 4, lines 3 1 -34 the state thai the "operations of the information input 
and output processing means 101, 102 and 101 are controlled by tlic control means 105 in 
which the control information is entered fit>m the input meajis 106." The Ibntgoing does 
not disclose or suggest the subject matter for the second domain processing means second 
processing the lirst processed data depending on the configuration of the secotKi domain 
information with the second processing being dilTeienl than the first processing* 

The AppUcant further asserts that Toyoda et at. do not disclose, or suggest, 
each second domain processor differently sub-processing the data in order to second 
process the data. 

The Applicant further asserts that rejected Claim 1 defines subject matter 
for a first domain cc)ntn)l pnicessor and a sec^md domain control processor; which arc not 
addressed by the Office Action. Therefore, all the features within the rejected claims arc 
not found in the combination made by the OflSce Action and a prinui facie case of 
obviousness is not made. 

The Examiner fiirther slates Ihal the subject matter of "a global control 
pfxjccssor (120) connected to the communication means tor providing the First domain 

Serial No, 09/752,944 10 



PAGE 13/18 ' RCVD AT 3/3/2006 7:50:56 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR;U8PTMFXRF-619 ' DNIS:2738300* CSID:5853819983 * DURATION (in[iKS):0546 



mR-3-E006 07:53P FROM: James D. Leimbach. R 5853S19983 



10:15712738300 



P:14'^ 



configitralion informathm and the second doniiiiti configuration information through the 
configuring lirst and seciind domains" is met by Conliol means 105. The Applicant does 
not concur with this assertion* The Examiner's position is that Tovoda etal, at Col 4, 
lines 31-34 disclose that the process Lo be extjcuted by the "domains' is controlled by the 
control mom^ 105. The Applicant does not concur with this assertion. T oyoda et al. at 
Col 4, lines 31-34 the state that the "operations of the ioforinatian input and outpul 
processing means 101, 102 and 103 arc controlled by tlic control means 105 in which the 
control information is entered from the input means 106/* Toyo da et al, do not disclose, 
or suggest, a global control processor (120) connected to the wmmunication means for 
providing the first domain configuration information and the second domain 
configuration information through the configuring first and second domains. 

The rejection admits that Tovoda et al. (bil to disclose the concept the first 
and second "domains" having multiple processors as defined by Ihe rejected claims. The 
rejection contends that Lew teaches using multiple processors in a particular "domain* so 
as to improve the overall speed and efficiency, llie Applicant asserts that T.evv does not 
disclose, or suggest the subject matter tor each first domain processor dififcrcntly sub- 
processing the data in order to first process the data. The Applicant fiirthcr asserts that 
Levy does not disclose, or suggest, the subject matter for each second domain processor 
differently sub-processing the data in order to second process the data. 

The Applicant, respectfiilly, points out that rejected Claim 1 defines 
subject matter for the first domain processors including a liret d(miuin control processor 
for controlling the first processing of the first domain and the second domain processors 
including a secimd d<3main control processor for controlling the second processing of the 
second dumuin. It should be noted that there is no menlicm of the first domain control 
processor or the second domain control prDcessor within the rejection. Therefore, all the 
subject matter defined by rejected Claim 1 is ntrt found in the combination made by the 
rejection. 

The Applicant, respectfully, points out that rejected Claim 1 defines 
subject matter for each first domain processor differently sub-prucessing the data in cirder 
to first process the data and for each second domain processor dilTerently sub-processing 
the data in order to second process the data- Tt should be noted that the OfiSce Action 
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docs not addresA the subject matter for each first domain processor differently sub- 
processing the data in order to first process or each second domain processor dififcrently 
sub-processing the data in order to second process Lhu data withixi the rejection. 
Therefore, all the subject matter defined by rejected Claim 1 is not found in the 
combination made by the rejection. 

For the foregoing reason$> this rejection is, respectfully, traversed. 

Claims 2 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over T oyoda el al in view Lew, further in view of U.S. Patent Publication No. 
2003/0032390 is Lbc names of Geile et al. (hereinafter referred to as GeileetaL) ™d 
further in view of US Patent No 5,844,941 issued in the names of Mackct ct al, 
(hereinafter referred to as Macket ct al>) . 

Regarding claims 2 and 7, the rcjection asserts that claimed liinilations of 
"the coiEunimication meun^ include a stream-based communication means connected to 
the globd control pruc^sor and connected to a plurality of the processors of the first and 
second domains including the first and second domain control processors for transmitting 
information slreams between connected processors*' and "the stream-based 
communications means are connected to an input/output bus to at times receive 
stream of data into the multi-procesjior unit tfirough the stream-based communications 
means in to one of the connected processors and to at other times transmit a stream ol* 
data from one of the connected processors through the stream-based cotninunications 
means onto the input/output bus" arc met by the bus means 1 07 within Figure 1 of 
Tovodaetal. The Applicant does not concur with this assertion, Toyt)da et al. do not 
disclose, or suggest the subject matter lor Uic communication means include a stream- 
based communication means connected to the global control processor and connected to a 
plurality of the processors of the first and second domains inciuduig the first and sectmd 
domain contml pn)c*5ssors for transmitting information streams between connected 
processors. 

The Examiner admits that the combination foils to disclose blocks of 
memory with selective interconnections to the plurality of processors. The rejection 
alleges that Levy teaches block of memory with selective interconnection to a plimJity of 
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processors at cul 7, line 61-coL 8, liiie 20, '^The Applicant disagrees. Levy simply 
discuses that memory transters that are handled via DMA. There is no disclosure or 
suggestion for blocks of memory with selective inLerconncctious to tlie plurality of 
processors within Lew . 

The Applicant respectfully points out that Claims 2 and 7 define subject 
matter for a multi-processor xuiit that includes blocks of electronic memory, the 
communication means includes block-based communication meims connected to the 
processors and a processors lor selectively interconncctine the connected processors lo 
the memory blocks, with only one processor al a time being interconnected to one of the 
memory block&j, and proce5?sors of ditferent domains being interconnected at different 
times to the same memory block. This subject matter is not disclosed or suggested by the 
cited prior art references. 

I'he rejection admits that the combined teaching of Toyoda et al . with 
Lew fails to disclose that GeileetaL the processing includes FFT and IFFT processing- 
The Examiner alleges that Geile et ak teachcii 1'1*T and lt>T processing. The 
Applicant points out that Claim 2 defines that the processing of Ihc first domain ineludes 
FFT arid IFFT. There is no disclosure or suggestion thai the processing of tlie first 
domain wilhin a multi-domaia multi-processing unit includes FFT and U'KI within Geilc 
etal. 

The rejectitin admits that Ihe combined teaching of Tovoda et al. with 
Levy fails to disclose the use of a periodic sequencer. The rejection alleges lhal Geilc et 
al. teaehe periodic processing. The Applicant points out that Claim 2 delines that "at 
least one of the domain processors includes a periodic sequencer". This subject matter is 
not disclosed or suggested by the combination of Tovodaet ak with Levy. Geile et al, and 
Macket et al. The rejection only Unds a sequencer; which alone does not address the 
foregoing subject matter. 

llic Applicant, respectfully points out that Claim 2 defines subject mailer 
for at least one of the domain control processors includes a peritxiic sequencer that 
initiaces control commands transmiUed lo other processors to initiate subroutines in those 
processors depending on an index counter. The rejection alleges that the combination of 
Toyoda ct al with Lew, Gcilc et al. and Macket et ak teaches a periodic sequencer. 
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Specifically, the Examiner states that Mackel el al. at coJ. 8, line 60-col 9, line 28 teach 
equalization of a stored received 5;ignal tor reconstruction. The AppHcam assert that this 
allegation docs not readi the subject matter for at least one of tlic domain control 
processors includes a periodic sequencer that initiates control commands transmitted t(> 
other processors to initiate subroutines in those processors depending on an index 
counter. 

In view of the aforesaid reasons and arguments, this rejection is traversed. 

Claims 3-6 are rejected under 35 U, S, C. 103(a) OS being unpatentable 
over i oyudacl al with Lew and further in view of Integrated Circuits and 
Microprocessors by R.C. Holland- Claims 3-6 depend from claims that have been 
previously discussed and are believed to be allowable and fiirtber narn)w and define these 
claims. Thcrcfore, Claims 3-6 are also believed lo be allowable. 

Claim 8-20 have not been addressed by the Office Actiott, Therefore, 
there are no rejections to Claims 8-20; which are believed to be allowable. 
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Applicant is not aware of any additional patents, publications, or other 
infoTTTialion not previously submitted to the Patent and Trademark Office which would be 
required under 37 CF,1? . 1 .99. 

In view of the foregoing amendment and remarks, the Applicant believes 

thai the present application is in condition for allowance, with such allowance bcmg, 

reiJpcctftilly., requested* 

Please charge any fees, except for the issue fee, to Account No. 50-3745, 

and credit any funds to tliat same account. 



Please address all correspondence for this application to: 
Michael E. Belk., Senior Intellectual Property Counsel 
Philips Intellectual Property & Standards 
Philips Electronics N A. Corp. 
P.O. Box 3001 

BriarcUff Manor, NY 10510-8001 USA 
Tel No. (914) 333^9643 

CCRTIFICA Th UF TRA>tSMISSTON 

J hereby certify that iKis correspondence 

h being irar^mltted on this dutc via 

fiicsimile transmission. Ui (571) 273-8300 AND iuWa^d to; 

Mail Slop: Amendment 

COMMISSIONER OF PA'l EN'I S 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 223 1 3^1 450 

Date of Tninsmission: March 3. 2006 



Respectfully submilLed, 




James D* Ldmbacb 

Patent Attorney Reg. No. 34^74 



(Signature) 
By: / 
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